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1 . During the interview applicant's representative argued that he was confused as to how 
dependent claims can be properly restricted from an independent claim. The examiner pointed out 
to applicant's representative that the standard for restriction is that the examiner is required (1) to 
determine patentable distinctness, as set forth in MPEP section 806.05(c),; (2) to satisfy the 
objective standard of separate status in the art, as set forth in MPEP section 808.02,; and (3) to 
use his/her best judgement concerning burden with regard to Search and Examination, as set forth 
in MPEP section 803, which have been clearly addressed in this application. 

The examiner referred applicant's representative to Paper No. 8, which clearly 
demonstrates the distinctness and burden between each of the patentably distinct inventions. The 
examiner informed applicant's representative may overcome the requirement for restriction by 
presenting an allowable linking claim as set forth in MPEP 809.04 or by providing a clear 
admission on the record that the claim(s) drawn to a given non-elected invention is not patentably 
distinct from the elected invention as set forth in MPEP 803. 

The examiner fiirther informed applicant's representative that he is required to elected a 
single invention and species to be fully responsive to the prior office action and to provide any 
arguments as why he considers the claim(s) drawn to a given non-elected invention not patentably 
distinct from the elected invention. 

2. Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to R.D. Shafer at telephone 
number (703)308-4813. 
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